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CHAPTER 1
OVERVIEW

This document assesses the reliability and validity of several of the child and family well-being
measures in the 1998 Wave of the Survey of Program Dynamics (SPD). The first section in each
chapter discusses the theoretical relevance of the measure described in that chapter to research on
child and family well-being in the context of welfare reform. The second section provides a
psychometric assessment of each measure including 1) means and standard errors, 2) non-
response analyses, and 3) tests for validity. The non-response analyses examine whether there
are any significant differences in demographic characteristics between eligible respondents who
answered the question and those who were eligible but did not answer the question. Only socio-
demographic characteristics that statistically predict non-response are presented in the chapters.
The validity section examines whether a question or index is in fact measuring the theoretical
concept that it is intended to measure. If prior research shows that an indicator is strongly related
to family income (or other socio-demographic characteristics), populations with different socio-
demographic characteristics are expected to have significantly different scores for this measure.
If the differences are found, it indicates that the measure is functioning as expected, and
therefore suggests that it is measuring what it is intended to measure.

For each measure, benchmark comparisons are also provided. Since many of the SPD measures
are new or have been modified from previous surveys, exact comparisons in some cases are not
possible. Yet, a fair degree of confidence in these measures can be gained by noting similar
patterns and estimates across other national studies. Some of the national studies that have been
used to compare SPD estimates in this report include the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth,
1997 cohort (NLSY97), The National Survey of Families and Households (NSFH), The Survey
of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), The National Survey of America's Families
(NSAF), The National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88), and The National
Household Education Survey (NHES). For each measure used in the SPD, the benchmark study
is described, and the differences between the SPD and the other survey are identified. Estimates
are compared and the reasons for discrepancies between estimates, where they exist, are
discussed.

It is important to note that SPD estimates have not been weighted for benchmarking. This is
because in some cases as many as 40 percent of children for the responding sample had a weight
of zero. A zero weight designates that the individual was not a part of the original sample. These
respondents are given a zero weight because they were added to the household after the SIPP
1992/93 started, via birth, adoption, marriage and migration to the household. Analyses are run
unweighted in order to avoid losing these cases.

It is also important for readers to be aware of the overall response rates for the 1998 SPD. The
response rate for the SPD Core survey was 85.2 percent. Non-responding households for the core
survey accounted for 2,848 cases out of a total sample of 19,243 households. The response rate
for the SPD SAQ (Self-Administered Questionnaire), was 58.4 percent. Non-responding
households for the Adolescent- SAQ accounted for 2,320 out of 5,579 households.
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A brief description of each measure and the results of the analyses are summarized below:

Participation in Activities. This measure asks parents the levels of children’s participation in
enrichment activities, such as team sports, lessons, and other after-school activities, which may
be more or less available to children after welfare reform. It can be useful for assessing the
effects of such enriching activities on children’s positive development. The analyses show that
scores on the index are evenly distributed, but the level of missing data is high. There is some
evidence that the response rates differ by children’s poverty status, race/ethnicity, and parental
marital status. When responses are provided, however, the measure appears to be functioning as
expected: the estimated levels of children’s participation in enrichment activities by their poverty
status follow the pattern shown in previous studies. Benchmark comparisons for this measure
were roughly similar to other national studies despite differences in question wording and the
response categories in some of the surveys.

Television Viewing. This measure asks parents whether their children have rules about watching
television, and how often they watch general programs and educational programs. Given the
possibility that children may be in self-care and/or may be participating in after-school programs,
television viewing can be monitored to contrast these possibilities. The information will be
useful for assessing the positive and negative effect of television viewing on children’s cognitive
and social development. The levels of missing responses were moderately high. Yet, when
responses were provided, the percent of those who had rules about watching television and the
hours of watching television differed by poverty status. Benchmark comparisons for the total
TV hours per week were not possible because such data has not been collected in the same way
in other national surveys. However, for TV rules, the percentages of children in household with
such limits did follow patterns observed in other samples.

Cognitively Stimulating Activities. This measure asks parents how frequently they provide their
children with cognitively stimulating activities such as reading and outings, again to explore
whether such activities become more or less common as welfare reform unfolds. The
information will be useful for assessing the effect of cognitively stimulating environments on
children’s development. The level of missing responses was low. The levels of cognitively
stimulating activities differ by poverty status in the expected direction, indicating that this
measure is functioning as expected. The benchmark comparisons for this measure are
comparable to other national studies despite differences in survey methods and question
wording.

Depressive Symptoms Scale. This measure asks parents about levels of psychological distress
experienced within the previous 30 days. This information will be useful for examining the
effects of welfare reform on adult’s psychological well-being, and how parental distress, in turn
affects children’s outcomes. The levels of missing data for this measure are low. The non-
response analyses show that the response rates differ by respondent’s poverty status,
race/ethnicity, marital status, and gender. The measure appears to be functioning as expected,
with levels of depression differing by respondents’ poverty status in the expected direction.
Benchmark comparisons for the Depressive Symptoms Scale are not provided.
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Marital Relationship and Conflict Items. This measure asks adults about their levels of marital
happiness and frequency of discussions about separation. This information is important for
understanding how changes in welfare reform policies have the potential to affect the quality of
and conflict in marital relationships, which may consequently affect the well-being of children.
The levels of missing data for this measure are low. The non-response analyses show that the
response rates differ by respondents’ poverty status, race/ethnicity and gender. When responses
are provided, the measures appear to be functioning as expected. The levels of marital
satisfaction and conflict differ by respondents’ income level in the expected direction.
Benchmark comparisons for the estimates of marital happiness are roughly comparable to those
of other national studies.

Contact with Non-Residential Parent Index (Adolescent SAQ). This measure asks youth about
the frequency of contact with their non-residential parent. This measure will be useful for
assessing how an increased focus on child support enforcement in the welfare reform legislation
would affect the frequency and the nature of youth contact with their non-residential parents. The
level of non-response on this measure is very low. The measure appears to be functioning as
expected with levels of youth contact with their non-residential parent differing by their poverty
status in the expected direction. Benchmark comparisons for this measure with estimates from
other studies are roughly comparable. The fact that the SPD data are not weighted however
makes it difficult to reach firm conclusions about data comparability.

Youth Relationship with Residential Mother Index. This measure asks youth about their
perceptions of the support provided by their residential mothers and their levels of identification
with this parent. This measure is useful for assessing how welfare reform, particularly its effects
on parental participation in work, will influence parenting and parent-youth relationships. The
levels of non-response are very low for this measure. The validity analyses did not suggest any
differences in the scale scores between youth in deep poverty and more affluent youth. Overall,
the benchmark comparisons for this measure with those of other studies are generally
comparable. The fact that the SPD data are not weighted however, makes it difficult to reach
firm conclusions about data comparability.

Youth Relationship with Residential Father Index. This measure asks youth about their
perceptions of the support provided by their residential fathers and their levels of identification
with this parent. This measure is useful for assessing how welfare reform, particularly its effects
on parental participation in work, will influence parenting and parent-youth relationships. The
index scores are evenly distributed, and the levels of item non-response on this measure are very
low. The measure appears to be functioning as expected with the nature of youth relationships
with their residential fathers differing by youth’s poverty status in the expected direction.
Overall, benchmark comparisons of the items on this index with those of other studies are very
similar. However, the fact that the SPD data are not weighted, makes it difficult to reach a firm
conclusion about data comparability.

Youth Relationship with Non-Residential Parent Index. This measure asks youth about their

perceptions of the support provided by their non-residential parent and their levels of
identification with this parent. This measure is useful for assessing how an increased focus on
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child support enforcement in the welfare reform legislation would affect youth-parent contact,
and the nature of these relationships. The index scores are evenly distributed and the levels of
item non-response for this measure are very low. The index functions as expected with the nature
of the youth relationship with the non-residential parent differing by poverty status in the
expected direction. Benchmark estimates for this measure are roughly comparable with those of
other studies. However, the fact that the SPD data are not weighted, makes it difficult to reach
firm conclusions about data comparability.

Breaking Parental Limits Index. This measure asks youth about limit setting and limit breaking
in their homes. This measure will be useful for assessing the impact of welfare reform on
parental monitoring and control. Increased parental participation in the world of work may
provide parents with models for supervision. On the other hand, parental employment may
reduce the degree of parental control and monitoring. The index scores are evenly distributed.
The item non-response rates are very low for the limit setting items. The rates range from low to
moderate for limit breaking measures. There is no evidence of systematic differences in the
degree of parental control between youth in deep poverty, and youth in the most affluent
families, though youth in deep poverty are more likely to break the limits than more affluent
youth. Benchmark comparisons for the items on this measure are very similar with those of
other studies. However, the fact that the SPD data are not weighted, makes it difficult to reach
firm conclusions about data comparability.

Parental Monitoring Scale. This measure asks youth about their parent’s knowledge of their
friends, parents of peers, activities outside the home, teachers, and school activities. This
information is important since one potential impact of welfare reform on parental monitoring is
that parental participation in the world of work may provide parents with models for supervision,
which lead to increased monitoring of adolescents. On the other hand, parental employment
outside the home may reduce the degree of parental control and monitoring, leading to increased
behavior problems, delinquency, substance use, and sexual activity. The level of missing data for
this measure is very low. The non-response analyses show that the response rates differ by
youth’s poverty status and race/ethnicity. As expected from the research literature, youth from
lower income families (with the exception of deep poverty) were less likely to be monitored than
youth from higher income families. Overall, the benchmark comparisons with other surveys for
the items on this index are roughly similar. However, the fact that the SPD data are not weighted
makes it difficult to reach a firm conclusion about the comparability of the data.

Family Routines. This measure asks about the frequency with which youth eat dinner with their
families and complete homework on time. This information is important because parental
employment could result in increased work effort among adolescents (role modeling) and
improve family routines. The levels of missing data for these measures are very low. The non-
response analyses show that the response rates did not differ by family income, race/ethnicity, or
gender. Youth in deep poverty were more likely to eat dinner as a family than other youth,
though the frequency of finishing their homework decreased as income level decreased.
Benchmark comparisons for selected items on the family routines index are only roughly
comparable with other studies, although it is difficult to make a conclusion about the
comparability of the SPD data in light of the fact that the data are not weighted.
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Housework and Chores Scale. This measure asks youth about their perception of their chores in
their family. This measure is useful for examining how increased parental participation in work
due to welfare reform will affect youth’s responsibilities at home. The scale scores are evenly
distributed, and the levels of missing data are very low. The measure appears to be functioning as
expected with females more likely to do housework and chores than males. The analysis also
indicates that the level of housework and chore activities is significantly different by poverty
status. The SPD was the first large- scale survey to utilize this measure, hence it is impossible to
benchmark data on this measure with other survey data.

Perceptions of Responsibilities at Home Scale. This measure asks youth about their perceptions
of responsibilities in their families. This measure is useful for examining how increased parental
participation in work due to welfare reform may affect youth’s responsibilities at home. The
scale scores are evenly distributed, and the levels of missing data are very low. While the
analysis indicates that youth’s perception of their responsibilities at home are significantly
different by poverty status, it is difficult to draw firm conclusions about how this measure is
working since previous associations between this measure and other demographic variables have
not been well established in the literature. There is also considerable variability in benchmark
comparisons of this measure with estimates from other studies. While many factors may account
for these differences, the fact that the SPD data are not weighted makes it difficult to reach a firm
conclusion about data comparability.

School Engagement Scale . This measure asks youth about their attitudes regarding work at
school and their attendance. Information on school engagement is important because school
absences are associated with poor academic achievement and school grades, school dropout,
disruptive classroom behavior, and juvenile delinquency. In addition, the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 has several provisions that are targeted
toward increasing behavioral measures of school engagement, and school attendance among
children and youth. The level of missing data on this scale is moderate. The non-response
analyses show that the response rates differ by youth’s poverty status. There is no evidence of
differences in school engagement based on family income. Benchmark comparisons with other
studies for the items on this scale are not provided.

Problem Behaviors Index. This measure asks youth about their involvement in activities that are
considered problem behaviors such as running away, damaging property, stealing, and fighting.
Information on this measure is important because welfare reform provisions may serve to put
adolescents at risk of problem behaviors. This measure will be useful for examining how welfare
reform affects parental monitoring of adolescents’ activities, and in turn affects youth behaviors.
The level of missing data on this index is low. The non-response analyses show that the response
rates differ by youth’s poverty status. As expected, youth from lower income families reported
more behavior problems than youth in families with incomes greater than 200% of the poverty
line. Overall, the benchmark comparisons for this measure with those of other studies are
roughly comparable. However, the fact that the SPD data are not weighted makes it difficult to
reach firm conclusions about the comparability of the data.

Substance Use Items. This measure asks youth about their use of cigarettes, alcohol, marijuana,
and other drugs. This information is important since adolescent risk behaviors are strongly
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associated with delinquency, antisocial behavior, and unsafe sexual behavior. The level of
missing data on this index is moderate. The non-response analyses show that the response rates
differ by youth’s poverty status, race/ethnicity, and gender. When responses are provided, the
measure appears to be functioning as expected. Although no systematic difference was found
between youth in deep poverty and the most affluent youth, the levels of substance use differ by
race/ethnicity in the expected direction. SPD estimates tend to be lower than those of other
studies for most indicators of substance use. However, the fact that the SPD data are not
weighted makes it difficult to reach firm conclusions about the comparability of the data.

Dating Questions. This measure asks youth about their dating activities. This information is
important because welfare reform has several possible implications for adolescents’ engagement
in sexual activity. The level of missing data is low for the dating question. Analyses of non-
response indicate that response rates differed by the adolescent’s poverty status and
race/ethnicity. Validity analyses indicate that when responses were given the measure appears to
be functioning properly. Benchmark comparisons for the items on this measure with those of
other studies are very similar. However, the fact that the SPD data are not weighted makes it
difficult to reach firm conclusions about data comparability.

Sexual Activity and Contraceptive Use Questions. This measure asks youth about their sexual
activity and use of contraception. This information is important because welfare reform has
several possible implications for adolescents’ engagement in sexual activity. The level of
missing data is low for the sexual activities questions. The non-response analyses show that
response rates differed by the youth’s poverty status and race/ethnicity. As expected, fewer
youth from more affluent families reported ever having sexual intercourse than youth from lower
income families. There is considerable variation between SPD estimates of key sexual behaviors
among adolescents and those of other studies. While these differences may be due to
underreporting among youth, the fact that the SPD data are not weighted makes it difficult to
reach firm conclusions about data comparability.

Pregnancy Questions. This measure asks youth about their attitudes towards pregnancy and the
frequency of pregnancy. This information is important because welfare reform has several
possible implications for adolescents’ sexual activity. The level of non-response is moderate for
the pregnancy questions. There was no evidence of systematic differences in response rates
based on the youth’s poverty status, race/ethnicity, or gender. There is evidence that these
measures are functioning as expected when responses are given. The SPD is one of the first
large-scale surveys to use this measure, and hence it is not possible to benchmark all of the items
to other survey data. Where comparisons are possible with other studies, there are very large
differences between studies, especially with regard to the item on the frequency of pregnancy. A
primary reason for these differences may be due to underreporting and the sensitive nature of the
questions. However, the fact that the SPD data are not weighted makes it difficult to reach firm
conclusions about data comparability.

Knowledge of Welfare Legislation Affecting Youth. This measure asks youth about their
knowledge of welfare legislation. The items on this measure are important because they are
intended to measure the next generation of potential welfare recipients’ knowledge of the new
welfare regulations in their state. The level of non-response for the knowledge of welfare
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legislation questions is low. Non-response analyses indicate that response rates for the school
requirement question differed by the youth’s race/ethnicity. The SPD was the first large-scale
survey to utilize this measure, hence it is impossible to benchmark data on these items to other
survey data.
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CHAPTER 2
PARTICIPATION IN ACTIVITIES INDEX

2.1 Measure
Enrichment Activities
2.2 Description and Relevance

Research has indicated effects of participation in positive and enriching activities on children and
youth’s development are favorable (Eccles & Barber, 1999). Participation in organized activities
such as extracurricular programs was found to be related to a lower chance of school dropout
(Mahoney and Cairns, 1997; McNeal, 1995), criminal offenses (Mahoney, 1997), sexual activity
(Miller et al., 1998), and substance use (Youniss, Yates & Su, 1997). Research has also shown
that participation in extracurricular activities is associated with increases in self-concept,
educational aspirations, school engagement (Eccles & Barber, 1999), high school grade point
average (Cooper et al., 1999; Eccles & Barber, 1999), and political and civic involvement in
young adulthood (Hart, Atkins, & Ford, 1998 and 1999; Smith, 1998; Youniss, McLellan, Su &
Yates, 1999). For example, a study based on the National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988
has found that students who consistently participated in extracurricular activities are more likely
to vote, volunteer, and attend college than those who never participated (Zaff, Moore, Papillo &
Williams, 2001). The possibility that levels of participation might increase or decline as welfare
reform unfolds warrants monitoring of trends in these activities.

2.3 Source of Items

Items 1124, 1125, and 1126 were modified from an item that appears in the Survey of Income
and Program Participation (SIPP). The SIPP item was developed based on items in the National
Education Longitudinal Study (NELS:88), the National Commission on Children (NCC)
National Survey of Children and Parents, and the National Survey of Children (NSC).

The NELS:88 is a longitudinal study of a cohort of 24,600 eighth graders in 1988, followed up in
1990, 1992 and 1994. The survey is designed to track and explore trends in secondary school
education and the transitions to and from high school and into work. As of the 1992 survey,
16,800 teens remained in the study. The sample was drawn from selected schools, with an over-
sample of schools having high proportions of Hispanic and Asian/Pacific Islander students.

The NCC National Survey of Children and Parents was conducted in 1990. A nationally
representative sample of more than 1,700 parents and 900 children were interviewed by
telephone about parenting and parent-child relationships, among other related topics.

The National Survey of Children is a three-wave longitudinal study of 1,423 children. The initial
survey (Wave 1) was conducted in 1976 with children aged 7 to 11. These children were
followed in 1981 (Wave 2), and again in 1987 (Wave 3) when they were 17 to 21. Personal
interviews with parents and children were carried out in each wave to collect information on the
physical, social, and psychological well-being of children, and the conditions of their lives,
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including marital conflict and disruption. Wave 1 was completed in person, while the latter two
waves were completed by telephone. Children took the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test in
Wave 1. Data on children’s academic performance and atmosphere were also collected from
their teachers in the first two waves.

2.4 Other Studies that Have Used this Measure

NELS:88, NCC’s National Survey of Children and Parents, NSC, and SIPP; NSAF and NLSY97
have used components of the index.

2.5 Items and Response Categories

Question Response
Number Variable Name  Question Categories
1124 SPORTSU8 The next few questions are about activities that (name) may Yes, No

have participated in outside of the regular school day.
Between September 1997 and May, 1998, was (name) on any
kind of a sports team?

1125 LESSONUS Did (name) take lessons after school or on weekends in Yes, No
activities such as music, dance, language, or karate at any
time between September 1997 and May, 1998?

1126 OTHACTUS Did (name) participate in any clubs or organizations after Yes, No
school or on weekends, such as Scouts, school newspaper,
(Boys/Girls) club, or a religious group at any time between
September 1997 and May, 1998?

2.6 Index Creation

The Participation in Activities Index was created by summing responses to the three items
(SPORTSUS, LESSONUS, OTHEACTUS). The index scores are only obtained for respondents
who answered all of the three items. Respondents who answered fewer than three items were
coded as missing. Scores could range from 0 to 3. Higher scores indicate participation in a
greater number of activities.

2.7 Variable Names

PEAACTIN

2.8  Age of Child/Youth

6 to 17 years of age
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2.9 Respondent

Parents or adults who are the most knowledgeable about children specified above.

2.10 Frequencies

Table 2.1
Participation in Activities
Cumulative Cumulative
peaactin Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

0 3170 34.07 3170 34.07
1 3013 32.38 6183 66.46
2 2202 23.67 8385 90.12
3 919 9.88 9304 100.00

2.11 Psychometric Assessment

2.11a Data Quality

A score on the Participation in Activities Index was obtained for respondents who answered all
three items (respondents who answered fewer than three items were coded as missing).

Table 2.2
Mean and Standard Deviation for Participation in Activities Index
Measure Mean Std Dev
Participation in Activities 1.09 0.98
(0 — 3 point index)
2.11b Levels of Non-Response
Table 2.3

Number of Expected and Missing Responses

Number of Valid Number of Missing

Expected Number of
Responses

Respondents Responses

9304 1112 (11%)

Measure

Participation in 10416
Activities
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The level of non-response is moderate for the Participation in Activities Index. The questions
should have been asked of all parents with children ages 6 to 17 (N = 10416). Responses for
1112 children (11%) were missing for at least one of the three questions.

2.11¢ Analysis of Non-response

The analyses of non-response were conducted to examine if there are systematic differences
between respondents and non-respondents. General Linear Modeling techniques were used to
test whether respondents’ and their children’s socio-demographic characteristics were different
between those who answered the questions and those who were eligible to answer the questions
yet did not provide responses. A variable was created to indicate whether eligible respondents
provided answers for the questions or whether their responses were missing. We then tested
whether family economic status (e.g, poverty status), demographic attributes (e.g., children’s
race/ethnicity and gender), and parental current marital status predict the response status for the
Participation in Activities Index. The adjusted percentages for non-response along with the
standard error were presented in the tables below (the sample for the non-response analysis is not
weighted).

Although there is no evidence of systematic differences in response rates based on children’s
gender, the analyses show that the rates were different by children’s poverty status,
race/ethnicity, and parents’ marital status. Families with household incomes less than 50% of the
poverty line were less likely to respond than families with household incomes greater than 50%
of the poverty line. American Indian, Aleut and Eskimo families were more likely to respond to
the questions compared to families of Caucasian, African American, and Asian backgrounds.
Families in the ‘other’ categories hold the same pattern although the difference was not
statistically significant. Families with nonresidential spouses were also less likely to respond
than families of other marital status (i.e., married to a spouse present in the household, divorced,
separated and never married).

Table 2.4
Adjusted Percentages for Non-Response for Participation in
Activities Index by Poverty Status

Percent of Non-Response

Poverty Status (Standard Error)
Less than 50% 11% (2%)
Between 50% and 100% 6% (2%)
Between 100% and 200% 8% (2%)
200% or greater 6% (2%)
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Table 2.5
Adjusted Percentages for Non-Response for Participation in Activities Index
by Race/Ethnicity
Percent of Non-Response

Racial/Ethnic Category (Standard Error)
Caucasian 9% (1%)
African American 11% (1%)
American Indian, Aleut or Eskimo 2% (4%)
Asian 14% (2%)

Other 4%  (4%)

Table 2.6
Adjusted Percentages for Non-Response for Participation in Activities Index
by Marital Status
Percent of Non-Response

Parental Marital Status (Standard Error)
Married: Spouse Present 8% (1%)

Married: Spouse nonresidential 20% (3%)

Widowed 8% (3%)

Divorced 6% (1%)

Separated 5% (2%)

Never married 3% (2%)

2.11d Internal Consistency/Reliability

Not applicable. This is an index rather than a scale. That is, it is not assumed that participating
in one activity should be correlated (i.e., internally consistent) with participating in another
activity.

2.11e Validity

Studies have indicated that children with lower income may have limited access to community
resources including adequate recreational facilities (Hanson, McLanahan, and Thomson, 1997),
which may in turn reduce the opportunities for enriching and socially stimulating activities. A
study on after-school programs for low-income children found that unless they participated in an
after-school program, children from low-income families did not regularly participate in
enrichment activities such as music, dance, or team sports, and these activities were not part of
their daily activities (Posner and Vandell, 1994). Therefore, children from households with
lower incomes would be less likely to participate in extracurricular activities and would obtain
lower index scores if this index were functioning as expected.

General Linear Modeling was used to compare mean scores, adjusted for youth’s race, gender
and mother’s marital status, on the Participation in Activities Index for two poverty groups, those
with incomes less than 50% of the poverty line and those with incomes at or above 200% of the

poverty line.
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Children in families at 200% or more of the poverty line reported participating in various types
of activities more often than children with families at less than 50% of the poverty line.

Adjusted means, standard errors and t-values are reported in the table below.

Table 2.7
Adjusted Mean Scores for Participation in Activities Index by Poverty Status
Income Less than Income at or above
50% of Poverty Line 200% of Poverty Line DF t-value
Participation in 0.74 (.06) 1.20 (.06) 7838 12.62
Activities Index (p<=.001)

(range: 0 - 3)

2.12 Benchmarking
2.12a  Data Used to Benchmark

Data from the National Survey of America’s Families (NSAF), National Education Longitudinal
Study of 1988 (NELS: 88) and The Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP 1992 and
1993) were used to compare SPD estimates of children’s participation in various types of
activities. The NSAF and the SIPP are both nationally representative samples of the non-
institutionalized civilian population.

The SIPP collects data via in-person interviews through its core instrument on income, assets,
programs and basic demographic data, and then on more specialized areas using topical modules.
Comparison estimates used a combined data set of 1992 Wave 9 data and the 1993 Wave 6 data
with weights adjusted appropriately.

The NSAF (1997) is a nationally representative sample that collects information on the
economic, health, and social characteristics of children and adults under the age of 65 and their
families (Ehrle & Moore, 1999). During the first round of the survey in 1997, interviews were
conducted with over 44,000 households, providing information on over 100,000 people. It is
representative of the nation as a whole and in particular of 13 states and has an unprecedented
ability to measure differences between states. The NSAF data are weighted to allow for national
estimates.

SPD estimates were also compared with published estimates from the National Education
Longitudinal Study of 1988, Second Follow-up, Student Survey of 1992. This is a longitudinal
study designed to provide trend data on youth education and development. The first sample, in
1988, was comprised of 26,000 randomly selected eighth-grade students attending 1,057 public
and private schools. Follow-up studies of these students were also conducted in 1990, 1992, and
1994 (West, Hauser, & Scanlan, 1998). The data are weighted to allow for national estimates.

It is important to note that SPD estimates have not been weighted for benchmarking on this
measure. Thirteen percent of the responding sample had a weight of zero. A weight of zero
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designates that the individual was not part of the original sample. These respondents are given a
zero weight because they were added to the household after the SIPP 1992/93 started, via birth,
adoption, marriage, or migration of the household. As a result, SPD data of children are not
nationally representative.

2.12b Differences Between the Data Sets

The NSAF differs from the SPD, SIPP and the NELS:88 in that interviews are conducted by
phone and not in person. All four surveys ask the adult most knowledgeable about the child
(MKA), typically the parent, to answer the questions. The NSAF, SIPP, SPD and the NELS:88
are all random samples, but NELS:88 is a student sample. The SPD, SIPP and the NELS:88 are
designed to be longitudinal while the NSAF is not.

The surveys also differ slightly in the way the questions are worded. For sports, the SPD and
NSAF ask whether the child has been on a sports team in the last year while the SIPP asks
whether the child is currently on a sports team. The NELS: 88 variable splits sport participation
into separate estimates and a combined estimate is not available; however, a sum of the two is
used as a rough estimate (Table 2.8). Also the NELS:88 data are from twelfth graders and ask
whether the teen ever participated in a sports program.

For lessons, the SPD and NSAF ask whether the child had taken lessons in the last year, while
the SIPP asks whether the child is currently taking lessons. For club participation, the SPD and
NSAF ask about participation in the last year, while the SIPP asks whether the child is currently
participating (Table 2.8).

Table 2.8
Percentage of Children Ages 6-11 and 12-17 Participating in Various Activities

Measure SIPP NELS:88 NSAF SPD

Participation 24%  Child currently 29%  Child took lessons | 30% Child took

in lessons taking lessons in last year lessons

(Children 6- between Sept.

11) and April of
preceding
year

Participation 34%  Child currently on 54%  Child on sports 41% Child on

in sports sports team team in last year sports team

(Children 6- between Sept.

11) and April of
preceding
year

Participation 19%  Child currently 29%  Child took lessons | 25%  Child took

in lessons taking lessons in last year lessons

(Children 12- between Sept.

17) and April of
preceding
year
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Measure SIPP NELS:88 NSAF SPD
Participation 42%  Child currently on | 65% Child 57%  Child on sports 47%  Child on
in sports sports team ever team in last year sports team
(Children 12- involved between Sept.
17) in sports and April of
team preceding
year
Participation 43%  Child currently 60%  Child involved in 40% Child
in clubs involved in clubs clubs/organizations involved in
(Children 12- and organizations in last year clubs or
17) organizations
between Sept.
and April of
preceding
year

Sources: NELS:88 estimates- Published data from the National Longitudinal Study of 1988: Second Follow-up, Student Survey 1992, U.S.
Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. NSAF & SIPP estimates- derived from /997 Benchmarking Measures of Child
and Family Well-being, Report # 6 of NSAF Methodology Reports, Tables 7A, 7B, 7C. SPD estimates- Child Trends calculations using SPD data
(not weighted).

2.12¢  Comparison of the Estimates Sports

Forty one percent of children in the SPD ages 6-11, participated in sports compared with 54
percent in the NSAF, and 34 percent in the SIPP (Figure 2.1). For children in the SPD ages 12-
17, involvement in sports was reported at 47 percent, compared with 57 percent in the NSAF, 42
percent in the SIPP and 65 percent in the NELS: 88 (Figure 2.2). The SPD estimate for sport
participation is lower than the NSAF and NELS:88 estimates, and slightly higher than the SIPP
estimate. The difference in the point estimate is likely due to differences in question wording as
well as time frame addressed (Table 2.8). The NSAF captures participation for the whole year,
while the SIPP captures participation only at the time the survey is asked and the SPD asks about
September to April. Furthermore, the NELS:88 estimate is a combined estimate of youth
involvement in intramural and varsity sports and should be interpreted with caution.

Figure 2.1
Percentage Of Youth Ages 6-11 Participating In Sports
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Sources: NSAF & SIPP estimates- derived from 1997 Benchmarking Measures of Child and Family Well-being, Report # 6 of NSAF
Methodology Reports, Tables 7A, 7B,7C. SPD estimates- Child Trends calculations using SPD data (not weighted).
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Figure 2.2
Percentage Of Youth Ages 12-17 Participating in Sports
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Sources: NSAF, NELS: 88 & SIPP estimates- derived from /997 Benchmarking Measures of Child and Family Well-being, Report # 6 of
NSAF Methodology Reports, Tables 7A, 7B, 7C. SPD estimates- Child Trends calculations using SPD data (not weighted).
Lessons

Thirty percent of children age 6-11 in the SPD reported taking lessons after school, compared
with 29 percent in the NSAF and 24 percent in the SIPP (Figure 2.3). Estimates for participation
in lessons for children age 6-11 are higher in the SPD than they are in the SIPP and the NSAF.
Twenty five percent of children age 12-17 in the SPD reported taking lessons after school,
compared with 29 percent in the NSAF and 19 percent in the SIPP (Figure 2.4). SPD estimates
are higher than the SIPP and slightly lower than the NSAF. The discrepancies in the estimates
for lessons for the both age groups are possibly due to differences in question wording. The
smaller differences for lessons compared with sports may reflect the seasonality of athletic
activity, compared with a more ongoing tendency to take lessons in music, dance, or the like.

Figure 2.3
Percentage Of Youth Ages 6-11 Taking Lessons for Children
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NSAF (Last Year) SIPP (Current) SPD (Between September &
April)
Survey

Sources: NSAF & SIPP estimates- derived from /997 Benchmarking Measures of Child and Family Well-being,
Report #6 of NSAF Methodology Reports, Tables 7A, 7B, 7C. SPD- Child Trends calculations using SPD data (not
weighted).
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Figure 2.4
Percentage Of Youth Ages 12-17 Taking Lessons for
Children
100
90 -
80 1
70 A
60 -
50 ~
40 A 29
30 A 19 25
20 ~
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0 T T 1
NSAF (Last Year) SIPP (Current) SPD (Between September &
April)
Survey

Sources: NSAF & SIPP estimates- derived from 1997 Benchmarking Measures of Child and Family Well-being,
Report # 6 of NSAF Methodology Reports, Tables 7A, 7B,7C. SPD estimates- Child Trends calculations using SPD data (not
weighted).

Clubs and Organizations

Thirty seven percent of children age 6 —11 in the SPD were reported to have participated in clubs
and organizations, compared with 53 percent in the NSAF and 39 percent in the SIPP (Figure
2.5). SPD estimates for club participation are lower than those reported by the SIPP and the

100
90
80
70 A
60 -
50 A
40 A
30 A
20 A
10 ~

Figure 2.5
Percentage Of Youth Ages 6-11 Participating In
Clubs/Organizations

53

39 37

NSAF (Last Year) SIPP (Current) SPD (Between September &
April)
Survey

Sources: NSAF & SIPP estimates- derived from 1997 Benchmarking Measures of Child and Family Well-being, Report # 6
of NSAF Methodology Reports, Tables 7A, 7B,7C. SPD estimates- Child Trends calculations using SPD data (not
weighted).
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NSAF. These discrepancies are most likely due to differences in question wording and timing of
participation in these activities. For example, the NSAF asks about participation in the last year,
while the SPD and SIPP ask about participation in the current year. Forty percent of children age
12-17 in the SPD participated in clubs and organizations compared with 60 percent in the NSAF

Figure 2.6
Percentage Of Youth Ages 12-17 Participating In
Clubs/Organizations

70 60
50 - 43 40

NSAF (Last Year) SIPP (Current) SPD (Between September &
Survey April)

Sources: NSAF & SIPP estimates- derived from /997 Benchmarking Measures of Child and Family Well-being, Report # 6
of NSAF Methodology Reports, Tables 7A,7B,7C. SPD estimates- Child Trends calculations using SPD data (not weighted).

and 43 percent in the SIPP (Figure 2.6). Again, these differences are possibly due to question
wording, since NSAF asks about the last year and the others have a more limited time frame.

2.13 Summary Analysis

® Relevance to Research: After school activities represent an important component of child
care for school-aged children. They also build life skills, foster friendships, and, in some
cases, provide exercise and a safe haven. These items measure the levels of children’s
participation in enrichment activities such as team sports, lessons, and other after-school
activities. The index can be useful for assessing the effects of enriching activities on
children’s positive development as welfare reform may affect levels of participation in such
activities.

o Psychometric Assessment: The index scores are evenly distributed, and the level of missing
data is moderate (11% for the index). The non-response analyses show that the response
rates differ by children’s poverty status, race/ethnicity, and parental marital status. When
responses are provided, the measure appears to be functioning as expected: the levels of
children’s participation in enrichment activities differ by their poverty status in the expected
direction.

e Benchmark Comparison: The benchmark estimates on involvement in activities for the
various studies are not totally comparable given the differences in question wording, time
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frame and the inclusiveness of the responses in some of the surveys such as the NSAF.
Furthermore, the NSAF captures participation for the whole year or in a typical year for these
various activities, while the SPD and SIPP only capture participation during part of the
current year. The comparison of sports participation with data from the NELS:88 data shows
youth in NELS: 88 to be more active (36 percent varsity plus 29 percent intramural) than
SPD youth. However, this estimate should be viewed with caution because it is the sum of
participation in sports for two different types of sport which are assumed to be mutually
exclusive and this is not clear from the published data. In addition, SPD data are not
weighted because all new child cases in the data file have zero weights, while other data are
weighted. This raises questions about the comparability of the SPD data. Normal sampling
variance and measurement error are also likely factors contributing to these differences.
Despite the discrepancies due to these differences, the SPD point estimates for the
participation in activities items are similar in general patterns to those found in other studies.

1998 Survey of Program Dynamics Documentation 39



2.14 References
Cooper, H., Valentine, J.C., Nye, B. & Lindsay, J.J. (1999). Relationships between five after-

school activities and academic achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 91, 369-
378.

Eccles, J.S. & Barber, B.L. (1999). Student Council, Volunteering, Basketball, or Marching
Band: What Kind of Extracurricular Involvement Matters? Journal of Adolescent
Research, 14, 10-43.

Ehrle, J. & Moore, K.A. (1999). 1997 NSAF Benchmarking Measures of Child and Family
Well-being. Report # 6 of NSAF Methodology Reports, Washington, DC: The Urban
Institute.

Hanson, T.L., Mclanahan, S. and Thomson E. (1997). Economic resources, parental practices,
and children’s well-being. In G.J. Duncan & J. Brooks-Gunn (Eds.), Consequences of
Growing Up Poor. New York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation.

Hart, D., Atkins, R., & Ford, D. (1998). Urban America as a context for the development of
moral identity in adolescence. Journal of Social Issues, 54, 513-530.

Hart, D., Atkins, R., & Ford, D. (1999). Family influences on the formation of moral identify in
adolescence: longitudinal analyses. Journal of Moral Education, 28, 375-386.

Mahoney, J. L. (1997). From companions to convictions: Peer groups, school engagement, and
the development of criminality. Paper presented at the Biennial Meeting of the Society for
Research on Child Development, Washington DC.

Mabhoney, J. L. & Cairns, R.B. (1997). Do extracurricular activities protect against early school
dropout? Developmental Psychology, 33, 241-253.

Mahoney, J.L. & Stattin, H. (2000). Leisure activities and adolescent antisocial behavior: the
role of the structure and social context. Journal of Adolescence, 23, 113-127.

McNeal, R.B. (1995). Extracurricular activities and high school dropouts. Sociology of
Education, 68, 62-81.

1998 Survey of Program Dynamics Documentation 40



chud

Miller, K.E., Sabo, D.F., Farrell, M.P., Barnes, G.M. & Melnick, M.J. (1998). Athletic
participation and sexual behavior in adolescents: the difference worlds of boys and girls.
Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 39, 108-123.

National Center for Education Statistics. (1992). National Longitudinal Study of 1988: Second
Follow-up, Student Survey, 1992. U.S. Department of Education, Washington, DC.

Posner, J.K. and Vandell, D.L. (1994). Low-income children’s after-schoolcare: are there
beneficial effects of after school programs? Child Development, 65, 440 — 456.

Smith, E.S. (1999). The effects of investments in the social capital of youth on political and
civic behavior in young adulthood: a longitudinal analysis. Political Psychology, 20, 553-
580.

West, Kirsten K., Hauser, Robert M., & Scanlan, Terri M. (1998). Longitudinal Surveys of
Children. National Research Council, Committee on National Statistics, Washington, DC:
National Academy Press.

Youniss, J., Yates, M., & Su, Y. (1997). Social integration: Community service and marijuana
use in high school seniors. Journal of Adolescent Research, 12, 245-262.

Youniss, J., McLellan, J.A., Su, Y. & Yates, M (1999). The role of community service in
identity development: normative, unconventional, and deviant orientations. Journal of
Adolescent Research, 14, 248-261.

Zaft, J.F., Moore, K.A., Papillo, A.R., & Williams, S.W. (April, 2001). The longitudinal effects
of extracurricular activities on academic achievement and civic involvement. Paper to be
presented at the biennial conference of the Society for Research in Child Development,
Minneapolis, Minnesota.

1998 Survey of Program Dynamics Documentation 41



Cllilwm

CHAPTER 3
TELEVISION VIEWING

3.1  Measure
Enrichment Activities
3.2 Description and Relevance

Research has found both positive and negative effects of television on children’s school
readiness, and cognitive and social development (Zaslow, et al., 2000). Viewing television,
especially educational television, has been associated with language and cognitive development
of preschoolers (Rice, Huston, Truglio & Wright, 1990; Rice & Woodsmall, 1988; Write &
Huston, 1995). On the other hand, children who frequently watch cartoons and adult
programming have been found to score lower on measures of prereading skills and school
readiness (Huston & Wright, 1996; Wright & Huston, 1995). Research has also shown an
association between watching violence on television and aggressive behavior among children, as
well as participation in violent and criminal behaviors as adults (Hughes & Hasbrouck, 1996).
Educational television, on the other hand, has been found to increase prosocial behaviors
(Hearold, 1986). If the amount or type of television viewing is affected by welfare reform, data
on this topic will help explore the implications of this pattern for children.

3.3 Source of Items

Item 1127 was modified from an item in the National Education Longitudinal Survey.

Item 1128 was modified from an item from the Home Observation for Measurement of the
Environment-Short Form (HOME-SF). The HOME-SF is a modification of the HOME
Inventory (Caldwell & Bradley, 1984). The HOME-SF is appropriate for use in surveys, and
consists of both parent-report and interviewer ratings. The HOME-SF taps the quality of both
the cognitive stimulation and emotional support provided by the child’s parent (Baker, Keck,
Mott, & Quinlan, 1993).

Item 1129 was developed by the U.S. Census Bureau.

3.4 Other Studies that Have Used this Measure

NELS:88, NLSY79; similar items can also be found in NLSY97, NEWWS, COS, NSC, and
NSAF.
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3.5 Items and Response Categories

Question

Number Variable Name Question Response Categories

1127 TVRULEUS Are there family rules about how much television or what ~ Yes, No, Family has
programs (name) can watch? no television

1128 TVHOURUS Including weekends, how many hours per week does Hours per week
(name) usually watch television?

1129 EDTVUS Of the (number) hours (name) usually spends watching Hours per week

TV per week, about how many hours does (he/she)
usually spend watching educational programs?

3.6 Index Creation

Hours for watching non-educational television were calculated by subtracting hours for
educational television from hours for television in general.

3.7 Variable Names

TVRULE, TVHOUR?2, (TVHOUR3: Grouped), NOEDTV, (NOEDTVHR: Grouped)
3.8  Age of Child/Youth

3 to 17 years of age

3.9 Respondent

Parents or adults who are the most knowledgeable about children specified above.

3.10 Frequencies

Table 3.1
TV Rule
Cumulative Cumulative
tvrule Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
0: no 3365 29.78 3365 29.78
1: yes 7936 70.22 11301 100.00
x: family has 54
no TV
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Table 3.2
TV Hours Per Week - Grouped'

Cumulative Cumulative
tvhour3 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
0: 7 or fewer hours 2372 21.99 2372 21.99
1: 8 to 14 hours 3589 33.28 5961 55.27
2: 15 to 21 hours 3043 28.22 9004 83.49
3: 22 to 35 hours 1391 12.9 10395 96.38
4: 36 hours or more 390 3.62 10785 100.00

Table 3.3
Non-Educational TV Hours per Week - Grouped
Cumulative Cumulative
noedtvhr Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
0: 7 or fewer hours 4370 42.23 4370 42.23
1: 8 to 14 hours 3232 31.23 7602 73.46
2: 15 to 21 hours 1776 17.16 9378 90.63
3:22 to 35 hours 752 7.27 10130 97.89
4: 36 hours or more 218 2.11 10348 100.00

3.11 Psychometric Assessment

3.11a Data Quality

Table 3.4
Mean and Standard Deviation for Television
Viewing Measures

Measure Mean Std Dev
tvrule 70% 46%
(Percent for yes)

tvhour2 15.17 10.88
(Number of hours)

noedtv 10.90 9.70
(Number of hours)

! The responses to TVHOUR2 and NOEDTYV were recoded to categories only for presentation of frequencies. The original continuous variables
were used for the validity analyses.
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3.11b Levels of Non-Response

Table 3.5
Number of Expected and Missing Responses
Expected Number of Number of Valid Number of Missing
Measure Respondents Responses Responses
tvrule 12681 11355 1326 (10%)
tvhour2 12627 10785 1842 (15%)
edtv? 10588 10348 240 (2%)

(noedtv)

There are moderate levels of non-response for the television questions. Parents of 12681
children ages 3 to 17 were expected to answer the question about whether they have rules about
television viewing. For this question, answers for 1326 children (10%) were missing.” Answers
for the question on hours of television viewing were missing for 1842 children (15%). The
question about hours of watching educational television was a follow-up question to TVHOURZ2:
it was only asked to those who said their children did watch some television. Given this
contingency, responses for only 240 children (2%) were missing.

3.11c Analysis of Non-response

The analyses of non-response were conducted to examine if there are systematic differences
between respondents and non-respondents. General Linear Modeling techniques were used to
test whether respondents’ and their children’s socio-demographic characteristics were different
between those who answered the questions and those who were eligible to answer the questions
yet did not provide responses. A variable was created to indicate whether eligible respondents
provided answers for the questions or whether their responses were missing. We then tested
whether family economic status (e.g., poverty status), demographic attributes (e.g., children’s
race/ethnicity and gender), and parents’ current marital status predict the response status for the
Television Viewing measures. The adjusted percentages for non-response along with the
standard error were presented in the tables below (the sample for the non-response analysis is not
weighted).

Rules about Television Viewing

For the Rules about Television Viewing question, the response rates were different by children’s
poverty status, race/ethnicity and parents’ marital status, but not by children’s gender. Parents
with household incomes less than 50% of the poverty line were less likely to respond than
families with household incomes greater than 50% of the poverty line. For example, 11% of
parents with household incomes less than 50% of the poverty line did not respond to the Rules

2 The measure (NOEDTV) was created based on the hours of watching television (TVHOUR2) and the hours of watching educational television
(EDTV). Therefore, the response rates for EDTV were analyzed (the eligible respondents for EDTV are a subset of the TVHOUR?2 respondents).
? “Family has no television" was counted as a valid response and was included in Section 4.11c Analysis of Non-Response. For Section 4.11e,
Validity Analysis, those without a television were excluded from the sample.
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about TV Viewing question whereas 5% of parents with household incomes at or greater than
200% of the poverty line did not. Families of Asian backgrounds were less likely to respond to
the question than families of any other racial/ethnic groups. Families with nonresidential
spouses were also less likely to respond than families of other marital status. There was no
evidence of differences in response rates based children’s gender.

Table 3.6
Adjusted Percentages for Non-Response for Rules about TV Viewing
by Poverty Status
Percent of Non-Response
Poverty Status (Standard Error)
Less than 50% 11% (1%)
Between 50% and 100% 5% (1%)
Between 100% and 200% 8% (1%)
200% or greater 5% (1%)
Table 3.7

Adjusted Percentages for Non-Response for Rules about TV
Viewing by Race/Ethnicity

Percent of Non-Response

Racial/Ethnic Category (Standard Error)

Caucasian 9% (1%)

African American 9% (1%)

American Indian, Aleut or Eskimo 3% (4%)

Asian 12% (2%)

Other 3% (3%)
Table 3.8

Adjusted Percentages for Non-Response for Rules about TV Viewing by
Parental Marital Status

Percent of Non-Response

Marital Status (Standard Error)
Married: Spouse Present 7% (1%)
Married: Spouse nonresidential 14% (3%)
Widowed 7% (3%)
Divorced 6% (1%)
Separated 6% (2%)
Never married 3% (1%)
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Similarly, the response rates for the hours for viewing television question differed by children’s
poverty status, race/ethnicity, and parents’ marital status, but not by children’s gender. Families

with household incomes less than 50% of the poverty line were less likely to respond than

families with household incomes greater than 50% of the poverty line. American Indian, Aleut
or Eskimo families and families in the ‘other’ category were more likely to respond compared to
other racial/ethnic groups. The non-response rate of Asian families was the highest followed by

families of African American and Caucasian backgrounds. In addition, families with
nonresidential spouses were less likely to respond than families of other marital status.

Table 3.9

Adjusted Percentages for Non-Response for Hours of TV Viewing
by Poverty Status

Poverty Status

Percent of Non-Response
(Standard Error)

Less than 50%

Between 50% and 100%
Between 100% and 200%
200% or greater

19% (2%)
13%  (2%)
13%  (2%)
10% (2%)

Table 3.10

Adjusted Percentages for Non-Response for Hours of TV Viewing
by Race/Ethnicity

Racial/Ethnic Category

Percent of Non-Response
(Standard Error)

Caucasian
African American

14% (1%)
17%  (1%)

American Indian, Aleut or Eskimo 5% (4%)

Asian
Other

25% (2%)
6% (4%)

Table 3.11

Adjusted Percentages for Non-Response for Hours of TV Viewing
by Parental Marital Status

Marital Status

Percent of Non-Response
(Standard Error)

Married: Spouse Present
Married: Spouse nonresidential
Widowed

Divorced

Separated

Never married

11% (1%)
26% (3%)
12% (3%)
12% (2%)
9%  (2%)
1% (%)
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Hours of Educational Television Viewing

For the Hours of Viewing Educational Television item, the response rates differed by poverty
status, and children’s race/ethnicity, but there is no evidence that the rates were different by
parents’ marital status or child’s gender. Families with incomes greater than or equal to 200% of
the poverty line were more likely to respond than any other income groups. Asian families were
less likely to respond than families of any other backgrounds. The non-response rates for this
question is generally low because, as noted above, non-response on the previous item removes
respondents from the pool of eligibles, and 15% of the eligibles failed to answer the previous
question.

Table 3.12
Adjusted Percentages for Non-Response for Hours of Viewing
Educational TV by Poverty Status

Percent of Non-Response

Poverty Status (Standard Error)

Less than 50% 3% (1%)

Between 50% and 100% 3% (1%)

Between 100% and 200% 2% (1%)

200% or greater 1% (1%)
Table 3.13

Adjusted Percentages for Non-Response for Hours of Viewing
Educational TV by Race/Ethnicity

Percent of Non-Response

Racial/Ethnic Category (Standard Error)
Caucasian 2%  (0.4%)
African American 2%  (1%)
American Indian, Aleut or Eskimo 0.2% (2%)
Asian 6% (1%)
Other 2%  (2%)

3.11d Internal Consistency/Reliability
Not applicable.
3.11e Validity

Parents’ education, occupational status, and income have been found to be negatively associated
with the amount of television viewing among children (Anderson et al., 2001, Comstock et al.,
1978; Pinon, Huston, & Wright, 1989; Wright, St. Peters, & Huston, 1990), and we anticipate
significant differences in hours for television viewing between children with higher household
income and those with lower income.
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There does not appear to be conclusive evidence that family income is associated with whether
parents set rules about children’s television viewing. For instance, a study based on the National
Survey of Families and Households (NSFH) showed that economic resources are not strongly
related to “parenting control,” a summary measure of parenting practices such as restrictions on
the amount and type of television programs (Hanson, McLanahan, and Thomson, 1997).
However, when studies find an association, parents with higher levels of education and higher
incomes are more likely to restrict children’s television use than those with less education and
lower incomes (Brown et al., 1990; Kotler & Wright, 2000; Valkenburg et al., 1990). It should
also be noted that studies have shown that economic hardship reduces parental supervision in
general (Hanson, McLanahan, and Thomson, 1997). Therefore, if this construct is working
properly, we would expect to find that children from lower income families would be less likely
to have rules about television viewing than children from higher income families.

General Linear Modeling was used to compare mean scores, adjusted for youth’s race, gender,
and mother’s marital status, on the rules about television viewing, the hours for viewing
television, and the hours for viewing non-educational television, for two poverty groups, less
than 50% of the poverty level and at or greater than 200% of the poverty level.

For the rules about television viewing, children with higher family incomes were slightly more
likely to have rules. Similarly, children with higher family incomes watch television for fewer
hours than those with lower income. No significant difference in the hours for viewing non-
educational television was found between the two income groups.

Adjusted means, standard errors and t-values are reported in the table below.
Table 3.14

Adjusted Means and Percentages for Rules about Television Viewing and Hours for
Television Viewing by Poverty Status

Income Income at or

Less than 50% of above 200% of

Poverty Line Poverty Line DF t-value
Rules about TV viewing 0.64 (.02) 0.69 (.02) 9625  3.29
(Percent for yes) (p<=.001)
Hours for viewing TV 16.60 (.59) 15.59 (.57) 9283  -2.68
(Number of hours) (p<=0.01)
Hours for viewing non- 12.00 (.54) 11.72 (.52) 8962  -0.79
educational TV (Not significant)

(Number of hours)
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3.12 Benchmarking
3.12a Data Used to Benchmark

Data from the SPD on television viewing were compared with estimates from the National
Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY97) and the National Education Longitudinal Study of
1988 (NELS: 88).

The NLSY97 is a nationally representative sample of 9,022 non-institutionalized youth age 12-
16 years old on December 31, 1996, who are being followed annually. The survey provides
information about young people making the transition into the labor market and into adulthood,
careers and family formation, as well as the linkages between family behaviors and attitudes and
subsequent developments in adolescence and early adulthood. The survey uses personal
interviews, personal reports from children and mothers as well as computer assisted personal
interviews for collecting data. Estimates from Round One of the survey are used to compare with
the SPD. The NLSY97 data are weighted to allow for national estimates.

The SPD estimates are also compared with the NELS: 88 base year study, which is a longitudinal
study designed to provide data on youth education and development. It is a national probability
sample of eighth graders in 1988 using a two-stage stratified clustered sample design. Data were
collected from 24,599 students in 1,057 public, private and church-affiliated schools in the base
year. Student questionnaires were completed in school in group sessions. Data were also
collected from school administrators, teachers and parents (by mail).

It is important to note that SPD estimates have not been weighted for benchmarking on this
measure. As many as 27% of the children for the responding sample had a weight of zero. A
weight of zero designates that the individual was not part of the original sample. These
respondents are given a zero weight because they were added to the household after the SIPP
1992/93 started, via birth, adoption, marriage, or migration of the household. As a result, SPD
data of children are not nationally representative.

3.12b  Differences Between the Data Sets

The NLSY97, SPD and NELS: 88 are all nationally representative samples of the non-
institutionalized population. The NELS: 88 is a self-administered questionnaire, while most
modules of the NLSY97 are conducted in person. Both the NLSY97 and the NELS: 88 use youth
self reports, while the SPD is reported by the adult most knowledgeable about the child—in most
cases this is the parent. The NELS:88, NLSY97 and SPD are all designed to be longitudinal.

Both the SPD and NELS:88 are similar in the way the questions are worded for TV rules. In
both surveys the respondent is asked whether there are family rules about how much television
can be viewed and both provide the same response categories: “yes” and “no.” In the NLSY,
however, the question asks whether there are limits for TV and movie viewing. The estimates for
TV rules are therefore more comparable between the SPD and NELS:88 than they are between
the NLSY97 and SPD (Table 3.15). The available NELS:88 and NLSY97 data for the number of
hours spent watching TV separate weekend TV hours from weekday TV hours; a combined
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estimate is not available. A benchmark comparison of total TV hours spent per week is not
available from these studies because combined estimates are not provided and the wording of the
questions differs substantially.

Table 3.15
Percentage of Children Ages 8-17 and 12-13 who Have TV Rules

Measure NLSY97 SPD NELS:88
TV Rules 67%  There are family rules 69%  There are family
(Children 8-17) about how much TV can rules about how
be viewed (Yes/No) much TV can be
viewed (Yes/No )
TV Rules 65%  Limits exist for TV 73%  There are family rules

(Children 12-13)

and movie viewing
(Yes/No)

about how much TV can
be viewed (Yes/No)

Sources: NLSY97 estimates- Child Trends calculations using weighted data from the NLSY97 Round 1. NELS:88 estimates- Child Trends

calculations using weighted NELS: 88 data. SPD estimates- Child Trends calculations using SPD data (not weighted).
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3.12¢  Comparison of the Estimates
TV Rules

Among children ages 8-17 years in the SPD, 67 percent reported having TV rules compared with
69 percent in the NELS: 88 sample (Figure 3.1). The SPD estimates for TV rules are very similar
to the NELS:88 for this age group. Seventy three percent of children age 12-13 in the SPD
reported having TV rules, compared with 65 percent in the NSLSY97 sample. The SPD estimate
is considerably higher (Figure 3.2). This difference is however, likely due to differences between
the SPD and NLSY97 in terms of how the question was asked (Table 3.15). In the NLSY97, the
focus is on limits, while in the SPD, any kind of rule would count.

Figure 3.1
Percentage Of Youth Ages 8-17 Having TV Rules
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Sources: NEL: 88 Child Trends calculations using weighted NELS: 88 data. SPD estimates- Child Trends calculations using
SPD data (not weighted).
Figure 3.2
Percentage Of Youth Ages 12-13 Having TV Rules
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Sources: NLSY97 estimates- Child Trends calculations using weighted NLSY97 data. SPD estimates- Child Trends calculations
using SPD data (not weighted).
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3.13 Summary Analysis

e Relevance to Research: This information will be useful for assessing the positive and
negative association between television viewing and children’s cognitive and social
development as welfare reform unfolds.

o Psychometric Assessment: The levels of missing responses were moderate. However, when
responses were provided, the percent of those who had rules about watching television and
the hours of watching television differed by poverty status in the expected direction.

o Benchmark Comparison: Although SPD data are unweighted, the estimates for TV viewing
in the SPD are quite similar to those in large national samples. The sample estimates are very
similar for children 8-17, although the percentages reporting TV rules is 8 percent points
higher in the SPD for 12-13 year olds. These discrepancies are likely due to the differences in
question wording between the SPD and NLSY97 for TV rules. Normal sampling variance
and measurement error are also likely factors contributing to these differences. Despite these
differences, however, the estimates are fairly similar across other national studies. Given the
substantial differences between other studies in terms of how the question on total TV hours
was asked, it is not possible to provide more precise comparisons.
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CHAPTER 4
COGNITIVELY STIMULATING ACTIVITIES

4.1 Measure
Enrichment Activities
4.2 Description and Relevance

Research has found many different pathways through which children’s development may be
affected (Bradley et al., 1994). In particular, a positive and enriching environment has been
identified as a protective factor against behavior problems in youth (Cowen & Work, 1988;
Garmezy, 1985). Additional research has found that children whose homes had a greater
emphasis on learning opportunities and cognitive stimulating activities are more academically
motivated (Gottfried, Fleming, & Gottfried, 1998).

These questions help researchers examine the implications of welfare reform for children’s
development because they assess basic and frequent forms of cognitive stimulation in the family.
An increase or a decline in these levels might signal changes in the capacity of low-income
parents to invest in their children.

4.3 Source of Items

Items 1131 and 1132 were modified from items in the National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work
Strategies (NEWWS) Early In-Home Survey described above. These items were used in many
studies, for example, the Home Observation for Measurement of the Environment-Short Form
(HOME - SF) included in the National Longitudinal Study of Youth 1979 - Child Supplement
(CS).

4.4 Other Studies that Have Used this Measure

NEWWS, COS, and NSAF; similar items can be found in NELS:88, NLSY97, and NSC.

4.5  Items and Response Categories

Question  Variable

Number Name Question Response Categories
1131 READUS How often in the past week have you (or any family =~ Never, once this week,
member) read stories to (child’s name)? several times this week,

everyday or almost every day,
more than once a day

1132 OUTINGUS How often in the past month, did you (or any family =~ Never, once in the past
member) take (name) on any kind of outing such as  month, about once a week,
to a park, library, zoo, church, playground, or to visit ~several times a week, every
with friends or relatives? day or almost every day
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4.6 Index Creation

The Cognitively Stimulating Activities Index was created by summing responses to the two items
(READUS8 and OUTINGUS). Each variable was recoded to four response categories (0: never or
monthly; 1: once a week; 2: several times a week; 3: every day or almost every day or more than
once a day). The index scores could range from 0 to 6. Higher scores indicate more frequent
participation in cognitively stimulating activities. The index scores were only obtained for
respondents who answered both items. Respondents who answered fewer than two items were
coded as missing.

4.7 Variable Names

PEACOGNI

4.8  Age of Child/Youth

1 to 5 years of age

4.9 Respondent

Parents or adults who are the most knowledgeable about children specified above.

4.10 Frequencies

Table 4.1
Participation in Cognitive Activities

Cumulative Cumulative

peacogni _Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
0 71 2.08 71 2.08
1 141 4.13 212 6.21
2 227 6.65 439 12.86
3 460 13.48 899 26.34
4 866 25.37 1765 51.71
5 1059 31.03 2824 82.74
6 589 17.26 3413 100.00

4.11 Psychometric Assessment
4.11a Data Quality

A score on the Participation in Cognitive Activities Index was obtained for respondents who
answered both items. Respondents who answered fewer than two items were coded as missing.
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Table 4.2
Mean and Standard Deviation for Participation in Cognitive Activities Index

Measure Mean Std Dev

Participation in Cognitive Activities Index 4.18 1.44
(0 — 6 point index)

4.11b Analysis of Non-Response

Table 4.3
Number of Expected and Missing Responses

Expected Number Number of Valid Number of Missing

Measure of Respondents Responses Responses
Participation in 3689 3413 276 (7%)
Cognitive Activities

Index

Parents with children ages 1 to 5 were expected to answer the questions. Of parents of 3689
children who should have responded to the questions, 276 (7%) missed one or both of the two
questions.

4.11¢c Analysis of Non-response

The analyses of non-response were conducted to examine if there are systematic differences
between respondents and non-respondents. General Linear Modeling techniques were used to
test whether respondents’ and their children’s socio-demographic characteristics were different
between those who answered the questions and those who were eligible to answer the questions
yet did not provide responses. A variable was created to indicate whether eligible respondents
provided answers for the questions or whether their responses were missing. We then tested
whether family economic status (e.g, poverty status), demographic attributes (e.g., children’s
race/ethnicity and gender), and parental current marital status predict the response status for the
Participation in Cognitive Activities Index. The adjusted percentages for non-response along
with the standard error were presented in the tables below (the sample for the non-response
analysis is not weighted).

The analyses showed that the response rates were significantly different only by children’s
poverty status but not by other demographic characteristics. Families with household incomes
less than 50% of the poverty line were less likely to respond than families with household
incomes greater than 50% of the poverty line although the difference between families in the
lowest income group and those with income between 100% and 200% of the poverty line was
not statistically significant.
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Table 4.4
Adjusted Percentages for Non-Response for Participation in Cognitive
Activities by Poverty Status

Percent of Non-Response

Poverty Status (Standard Error)
Less than 50% 8% (2%)
Between 50% and 100% 5% (2%)
Between 100% and 200% 6% (2%)
200% or greater 4% (2%)

4.11d Internal Consistency/Reliability

Not applicable. This is an index rather than a scale. That is, it is not assumed that participating
in one type of cognitive activity should be correlated — that is, internally consistent - with
participating in another cognitive activity.

4.11e Validity

Research has indicated that the income level of parents may affect the learning environment and
learning opportunities for children, such as cognitive stimulation, parenting practices, and the
availability of educational materials. These differences in turn may affect children’s cognitive
development (Duncan and Brooks-Gunn, 2000; Guo and Harris, 2000). For example, studies
have found that the learning environment at home and learning experiences that parents provide
to their children account for a large proportion of the effects that family income has on children’s
cognitive development (Duncan and Brooks-Gunn, 2000). Therefore, if this index is functioning
as expected, children with lower household income are more likely to have lower scores on the
Cognitively Stimulating Activities Index.

General Linear Modeling was used to compare mean scores, adjusted for youth’s race, gender
and mother’s marital status, on the participation in cognitively stimulating activities for two
poverty groups, less than 50% of the poverty level and at or greater than 200% of the poverty
level.

Children in families at 200% or more of the poverty line were reported to be participating in
cognitively stimulating activities significantly more often than children with families at less than

50% of the poverty line.

Adjusted means, standard errors and t-values are reported in the table below.
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Table 4.5
Adjusted Mean Scores for Participation in Cognitive Activities by Poverty Status

Poverty Poverty

Less than 50% 200% or more DF t-value
Participation in Cognitive 3.83 (.13) 4.40 (.13) 2926  6.32
Activities Index (p<=.001)

(0 — 6 point index)

4.12 Benchmarking
4.12a  Data Used to Benchmark

Data from the SPD on reading and outings for children were compared with data on similar
questions in the National Survey of America’s Families (NSAF), the National Household
Education Survey (NHES) and the Survey of Program and Income Participation (SIPP).

The NSAF (1997) is a nationally representative sample that collects information on the
economic, health and social characteristics of children, adults under the age of 65 and their
families. During the first round of the survey in 1997, interviews were conducted with over
44,000 households, providing information on over 100,000 people. It is representative of the
nation as a whole and of 13 states, and has an unprecedented ability to measure differences
between states. The data are weighted to allow for national estimates.

The SIPP is sponsored by the U.S. Census Bureau. It is a multistage stratified sample of the US
civilian non-institutionalized population. The survey collects data via in-person interviews
through its core instrument on income, assets, programs and basic demographic data, and then on
more specialized areas using topical modules. The estimates used for comparison are derived
from a combined data set of the 1992 wave 9 and the 1993 wave 6 data with weights adjusted
appropriately.

The NHES (1996) is a survey conducted by the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center
for Education Statistics that uses a household-based telephone survey to collect information
about education issues. The sample is derived from the non-institutionalized civilian population
with telephones in the 50 states and the District of Columbia with an over-sample of minority
populations. The data were weighted to allow for national estimates.

It is important to note that SPD estimates have not been weighted for benchmarking on this
measure. As many as 93% of the children for the responding sample had a weight of zero. A
weight of zero designates that the individual was not part of the original sample. These
respondents are given a zero weight because they were added to the household after the SIPP
1992/93 started, via birth, adoption, marriage, or migration of the household. Hence, SPD data
of children are not nationally representative.
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4.12b Differences between the Surveys

All of the studies are nationally representative samples of the non-institutionalized civilian
population. The NSAF and NHES differ from the SPD and SIPP in that interviews are conducted
by phone and not in person. While the NSAF does incorporate a non-telephone sample into its
design, the NHES sample is only of households with telephones. All four surveys ask the adult
most knowledgeable about the child to answer the questions. In all four cases, this is usually the
parent.

All of the surveys differ slightly in the way they ask the questions. For reading, the SPD asks
how often in the past week the child is read to and provides the following response categories:
“never,” “once this week,” ““ several times this week,” “everyday or almost everyday, and “more
than once a day.” The NHES asks how many times, instead of how many days in the past week
the child was read to. It does not include telling stories in the question and provides the following
response categories: “not at all,” “once or twice,” “three or more times,” and “everyday.” For
reading, the NSAF asks about how many days in the past week the child was read to or told
stories, and no response 